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G437-38
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3 and 4.10.1.3 contain
additional information on this topic. Also see response to Comment
G437-2 and G437-13.
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G437-39
The "California Coastal Commission Final Report Offshore LNG
Terminal Study"(Appendix E) concluded that "the most appropriate
siting area for a liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminal off the
shoreline of California appears to be in international waters of the
southeast part of Ventura Flats" (see Appendix E). For this reason,
this alternative was carried forward for further analysis. Upon
review and analysis, it was determined that the Ventura Flats
alternative location would result in more environmental impacts
than the proposed location.

G437-40
Section 3.3.5 addresses this topic.

Section 3.3.5 has been revised to include updated information the
proposed and permitted Baja LNG facilities. The infrastructure in
the United States associated with the Shell/Sempra Energia Costa
Azul facility currently under construction, which will export natural
gas to the U.S., was not analyzed further in this document because
it is evaluated by the FERC and the CSLC in a Joint EIS/EIR for the
North Baja Expansion Project (FERC Docket No. PF05-14-000,
SCH# 2006081127). Section 3.3.5 discusses Sempra's proposed
expansion of its Costa Azul facility. To date, the expansion has not
been permitted; therefore, it would be speculative to evaluate this
portion of the project.
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G437-41
Section 3.3.4 contains additional information on this topic.

G437-42
Section 3.3.6 contains additional information on this topic.

G437-43
Section 3.3.7.2 contains additional information on this topic.

G437-44
Sections 3.3.7.3 and 3.3.8.1 contain additional information on this
topic. Further, the document's treatment of the cited projects is
consistent with the requirements of Section 15130 of the State
CEQA Guidelines.

MARAD has not deemed an application complete for any project
including Platform Grace. Although an application for the
Clearwater Port project has been submitted to CSLC and USCG,
the information is not publicly available. The information that is
publicly available is insufficient to conduct a comparative
environmental analysis.

G437-45
Sections 3.3.6 and 3.3.7 contain additional information concerning
why these locations were not included as alternative locations.
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G437-46
The proposed FSRU would be remote from the Channel Islands
National Park (see Figure ES-3). The closest Channel Island is
17.71 nautical miles (NM) (20.4 miles or 32.8 km) away from the
proposed location of the FSRU.

The proposed location for the FSRU is 12.71 NM (14.6 miles or
23.6 km) away from the boundary of the Channel Islands National
Marine Sanctuary (CINMS), and vessels associated with the
operations would not be expected to enter the CINMS. Potential
impacts on the marine environment are described throughout the
Final EIS/EIR. Mitigation measures are included to reduce potential
impacts.

According to CINMS staff, installation of the FSRU and pipeline at
the proposed location would not automatically preclude the CINMS
from including the Project area in the new Sanctuary boundaries;
however, this would be considered by the CINMS when making a
final decision (see Sections 4.13.2.2, 4.7.1.4, and 4.20.1.5).

G437-47
Section 3.3.9.4 addresses this topic. The Project has been modified
since issuance of the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR. See Section
1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes. The previously proposed
FSRU generator engine cooling system used seawater as the
source of cooling water for the four generator engines. The
Applicant now proposes using a closed tempered loop cooling
system that circulates water from two of the eight submerged
combustion vaporizers (SCVs) through the engine room and back
to the SCVs, which reduces the seawater intake volume by about
60 percent. The seawater cooling system would remain in place to
serve as a backup system during maintenance of the SCVs or
when the inert gas generator is operating. Section 2.2.2.4 contains
a description of the proposed uptakes and water uses for the
FSRU. Appendix D5 describes seawater intakes and discharges
during Project operations, and Appendix D6 describes the closed
loop water system and provides thermal plume modeling analysis
of the backup seawater cooling system.

G437-48
Section 3.4.1 contains additional information on this topic. Sections
1.2, 3.3.1, and 3.3.2 also address this comment. In addition, see
reponse to Comment G437-13.
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G437-49
See the response to Comment G437-39 concerning the "Ventura
Flats" alternative. See Section 1.2.1 regarding the purpose of the
alternatives analysis in an EIS/EIR.

G437-50
NEPA allows for incomplete information. In such cases, the agency
must include (1) a statement that such information is incomplete or
unavailable, (2) a statement of the relevance of the incomplete or
unavailable information to evaluating reasonably foreseeable
significant adverse impacts on the human environment, (3) a
summary of existing credible scientific evidence which is relevant to
evaluating the reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts
on the human environment, and (4) the agency's evaluation of such
impacts based upon theoretical approaches or research methods
generally accepted in the scientific community.

Section 15125(a), State CEQA Guidelines, states, in part, "An EIR
must include a description of the physical environmental conditions
in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of
preparation is published..." The information in the document is
consistent with this and other relevant provisions of the CEQA.

G437-51
See the response to Comment G437-30.

G437-52
Section 4.7.1.1 contains additional information on this topic.

G437-53
Section 4.7.4 contains additional information on this topic.

G437-54
Sections 4.7.1.2 and 4.7.1.6 discuss these topics.

G437-55
Appendix H1 and Section 4.7.1.3 contain additional information on
this topic.

G437-56
The Applicant completed a wetland delineation identifying wetlands
and waters of the United States along the Project pipeline
rights-of-way and at the proposed metering stations. Section 4.8.4
addresses potential impacts on wetlands. Mitigation measures
presented in Section 4.8.4 have been developed to avoid,
minimize, or reduce impacts on wetlands and waters of the United
States during construction activities. Tables 4.18-5 and 4.18-6 also



provide descriptions of the waterbodies, most of which are concrete
flood control channels or agricultural drains, along the proposed
pipelines and alternatives.

G437-57
The projected FSRU in-service life is a maximum of 40 years.
Environmental conditions and specific impacts 40 years from now
are not reasonably foreseeable. As noted in Section 2.8,
supplemental NEPA/CEQA documentation, which would take into
consideration the environmental conditions at the time, would be
required prior to the decommissioning of the FSRU. Also as noted
in Section 2.8, as part of the license approval, the DWPA requires
each applicant to furnish a bond or demonstrate other proof that if
the project is abandoned then sufficient monies would be available
for either completion or demolition of the project.
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G437-58
Sections 4.8.1 and 4.8.4 have been updated with additional
information and analysis. Section 2.7.2 discusses water body
crossing methods.

G437-59
See the responses to Comments G437-30 and G437-50.

G437-60
Section 2.1 includes additional information on the Project overview
and location. Section 4.1.8.2 provides information on weather
conditions at the proposed Cabrillo Port site.
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G437-61
Section 4.1.8 includes information about the selection of buoys that
were used in the analysis.

G437-62
The regulations implementing the Deepwater Port Act (33 CFR
149.625 (a)) require that "each component, except for hoses,
mooring lines, and aids to navigation buoys, must be designed to
withstand at least the combined wind, wave, and current forces of
the most severe storm that can be expected to occur at the
deepwater port in any 100-year period."

By definition, a 100-year wave event is expected to occur once
every 100 years on average over the course of many hundreds of
years. The estimated 100-year wave height (7+ meters) and peak
wave period (16+ seconds) at the FSRU exceed any waves
generated locally by strong northwest winds. The most extreme
waves are primarily generated in the deep ocean and propagate
through the Channel Islands.

Final design of the FSRU and its mooring system must be
approved by the U.S. Coast Guard before construction and
installation.

G437-63
See the response to Comment 437-3.

G437-64
See the response to Comment 437-3.



2004/G437

G437-65
Appendix C1 contains the Independent Risk Assessment. See also
response to Comment G437-3.
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G437-66
See the response to Comment G437-3. Section 4.2.7.6 and the
Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C1) contain information
on public safety impacts from various incidents at the FSRU. The
analysis indicates that the maximum impact distance of an accident
would involve a vapor cloud dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles
(7.3 miles) from the FSRU. The FSRU would be located
approximately 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles) offshore;
therefore, consequences of an accident involving LNG transport by
carrier and storage on the FSRU would extend no closer than 5.7
nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts
the consequence distances surrounding the FSRU location for
worst credible events.

G437-67
The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) has been updated since
issuance of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR. The lead agencies
directed preparation of the current IRA, and the U.S. Department of
Energy's Sandia National Laboratories independently reviewed it,
as discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix C.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix C1) discuss the models and
assumptions used and the verification process. Sandia National
Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded that the models used were
appropriate and produced valid results.

G437-68
See the responses to Comments G437-3 and G437-67.

G437-69
See the responses to Comments G437-3 and G437-67.
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G437-70
See the responses to Comments G437-3 and G437-67.

G437-71
See the responses to Comments G437-3 and G437-67.

G437-72
See the responses to Comments G437-3 and G437-67.

G437-73
See the response to Comment G437-3.

G437-74
See the responses to Comments G437-3 and G437-67.
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G437-75
See the responses to Comments G437-3, G437-67, and G437-73.
NEPA does not require "worst-case analysis" but does require the
agency to prepare a summary of existing relevant and credible
scientific evidence and an evaluation of adverse impacts based on
generally accepted scientific approaches or research methods.
However, the Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) (Appendix C1)
defines and evaluates representative worst credible cases
(scenarios of events that would lead to the most serious potential
impacts on public safety). These included accidents that would
affect one, two, or all three tanks of the FSRU.

As shown in Tables 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8, the release of the
contents of all three tanks (the entire contents of the FSRU and an
attending LNG carrier) is addressed in the escalation scenario
associated with a large intentional event. Section 4.2.7.6 contains
additional information on how intentional events are addressed.
Although the 2006 U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories third-party technical review of the 2004 IRA found that
the three-tank simultaneous release (a massive LNG release in a
short time period) was not credible, Sandia recommended the
consideration of a cascading (escalation) three-tank scenario.
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G437-76
See the responses to Comments G437-3 and G437-67. In addition,
public safety and marine traffic impacts have been updated in
Section 4.2.7.6 and 4.3.4.

G437-77
Sections 4.3.1, 4.3.4, and 4.20.3.3 contain additional information on
this topic.

G437-78
See the response to Comment G437-77.

G437-79
See the response to Comment G437-77.
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G437-80
LNG carriers approaching and departing the Cabrillo Port FSRU
would travel on the routes depicted in Figure 4.3-2 (also see
Section 4.3.1.3). LNG carriers would neither cross nor enter the
Santa Barbara Channel coastwise traffic lanes under normal
operating conditions. The FSRU would be located about 2 nautical
miles from the southbound coastwise traffic lane. Given this
distance, its presence, under normal operating conditions, would
not interfere with operations in the coastwise traffic lanes.

LNG carriers and commercial vessels longer than 65 feet (20 m)
would be equipped with an automatic identification system (AIS) so
that they would be able to detect other LNG carriers and other
vessels. Also, LNG carriers would be responsible for adhering to
the "rules of the road" for ship traffic. Section 4.3.1.4 describes
safety measures to be used.

G437-81
See the response to comment G437-80.

G437-82
See the response to comment G437-80.

G437-83
See the response to comment G437-80.
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G437-84
Section 4.3.1 contains additional information on this topic.

G437-85
Section 2.2.4 discusses the offshore safety zone, which under
Federal law is an area to which access is limited to authorized
persons, vehicles, or vessels. As discussed in Section 4.3.1.1, no
fishing grounds are located in the proposed 1,640-foot (500 m)
safety zone around the FSRU, which is in deep water, thereby
limiting fishing activities. As discussed in Impact MT-2 in Section
4.3.4, security zones only apply to LNG carriers in Federal waters
(within 12 NM from shore). Since Project LNG carriers would not
have security zones, cargo vessels would have to observe the
"rules of the road" when transiting near an LNG carrier, the same
measures they would take when transiting near any large
commercial vessel. Impact SOCIO-1 in Section 4.16.4 contains
information on the potential decrease in catch revenues for
commercial fisheries due to exclusion from fishing areas. Impact
REC-2 in Section 4.15.4 contains information on restricted
recreational fishing in the Area to Be Avoided.

The safety zone would extend in a circle a maximum of 500 meters
from the stern of the FSRU. The area to be avoided (ATBA) would
surround the safety zone, but would not extend as far as the
coastwise traffic lanes (see Figure 4.3-4 and Sections 2.2.4 and
4.3.1.4).

Section 4.3.1.4 states, "The ATBA is considered by the USCG to be
a recommendatory routing measure. Mariners could choose
whether to avoid this area. Mariners would not be penalized for
entering this area, nor would any action be taken to require them to
leave the area. A vessel transiting the ATBA would be requested to
restrict its speed to no more than 10 knots (19 km/hour) and to
check in and out with the Cabrillo Port vessel operations manager.
Both the speed limit restriction and contact with the Cabrillo Port
vessel operations manager would be voluntary actions by mariners
in vessels transiting the ATBA." Therefore, vessel traffic in the
traffic lanes would not be affected by the safety zone or the ATBA
(see Section 4.3.4). The safety zone could not be made any larger
because its size is governed by international law.
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G437-86
Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.4 contain information on vessel traffic
between the FSRU and Port Hueneme. The Applicant has updated
its projections of vessel traffic between Port Hueneme and the
FSRU. Projected weekly vessel transits have been reduced. Table
4.3-3 has been updated with these revised projections. Impact
MT-2 in Section 4.3.4 contains the revised analysis of potential
impacts on maritime traffic.
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G437-87
Section 4.3.4 addresses the effects of Project operations on marine
traffic, and Section 4.20.3.3 addresses the cumulative impacts of
increased regional marine traffic. The Independent Risk
Assessment(Appendix C1) addresses the potential impacts of
increased regional marine vessel traffic on public safety.

G437-88
Section 4.4.1.2 has been updated.

G437-89
Work and navigational lighting on board vessels used during
construction of the offshore pipelines would be visible much of the
time; however, this is a temporary condition not expected to last
more than 1.5 to 2 months.
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